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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: References 
to the claims in the body of the Specification, such as located at page 2, line 18 
and page 3, line 22, should be eliminated or otherwise altered without introducing 
new matter. The specifically mentioned claims are no longer pending, and those 
claims that are present may be subsequently amended. 

2. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

4. The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 25-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

6. Regarding Claim 25, line 2, it is unclear what is meant by the term "especially." 
Is this a possibility or a necessary requirement? An analogous rejection applies 
to Claims 30-32 and 38 with respect to the use of the term "especially" in these 
claims. 

7. Regarding Claim 25, it is unclear whether the various reference numbers in the 
claim limit the claimed subject matter or whether they are superfluous. An 
analogous rejection applies to Claims 29-32, 36, 37, and 39 with respect to the 
use of reference numbers in these claims. 
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8. Regarding Claims 25, it is unclear what is meant by the phrase "substrate 
composition on a nickel basis with an aluminum proportion of greater than 4.5 
weight %". Does this mean that the substrate is nickel-based? Does this phrase 
mean that relative to nickel the proportion of aluminum is to be greater than 4.5 
wt.%? An analogous rejection applies to Claims 29, 32, 36, 37, and 39 with 
respect to the use of this "basis" and "proportion" phrase. 

9. Regarding Claim 28, it is unclear what is meant by the phrase "determined by the 
substrate composition." Does this mean that diffusion from the substrate must 
occur? Does this mean that all aluminum must have originated from the 
substrate? Does it mean something else? An analogous rejection applies to 
Claim 35 with respect to the use of this same phrase. 

10. Regarding Claim 32, it is unclear whether the word "for" in line 1 indicates 
intended use. If so, it is unclear what structural and/or compositional aspects, if 
any, are being claimed for the claimed coating. If not, it is suggested that 
language that clarifies the relationship between the component and substrate 
region with respect to the coating composition and structure be provided. 
Regarding Claim 32, line 6, it is unclear whether the word "hereby" is correct. It 
is unclear whether it should read "whereby" or "thereby". 

1 1 . Regarding Claim 37, it is unclear what are the claimed method steps. Are they 
providing a component with a surface and subsequently diffusing platinum? Is 
there only a step of diffusing? Are they something else? 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
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12. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

13. A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

14. (b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

15. Claims 25-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Rickerby et al. EP 1 094 131 . Rickerby discloses a blade component for a gas 
turbine, said component comprising a nickel-based substrate composition 
containing more than 4.5 wt.% of aluminum and less than 10 wt.% of aluminum 
(see paragraph [0058]) and a protective anti-corrosion layer. The protective layer 
is formed by the diffusion of platinum (see paragraphs [0040], [0041]) and the 
diffusion layer is made up of three zones (see paragraph [0045]), respectively 
containing 45% wt.%, between 30 and 45 wt.%, and between 10 and 25 wt.%. If 
each of these three zones is of approximately the same thickness (see figure 3), 
a maximum mean value of (45 + 45 + 25) / 3 = 40 wt.% of platinum is obtained. 
The claims only refer to an integrated platinum quantity, wherein the integration 
depth limits are not defined. Hence, the claimed amounts would be expected to 
be taught since there would be expected to exist regions in Rickerby that meet at 
least one range value for each of the claimed ranges. For example, the entire 
thickness may give an amount of 40 wt.%, whereas one zone may give 25 wt.% 
or 10 wt.%. The protective anti-corrosion coating per se according to 
independent claim 32 and the method for the production of a component 
according to independent claim 37 are also known for the same reasons. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

16. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

17. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

18. Claims 25-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rickerby et al. EP 1 094 131 . Rickerby et al. EP 1 094 131 . Rickerby discloses 
a blade component for a gas turbine, said component comprising a nickel-based 
substrate composition containing more than 4.5 wt.% of aluminum and less than 
10 wt.% of aluminum (see paragraph [0058]) and a protective anti-corrosion 
layer. The protective layer is formed by the diffusion of platinum (see paragraphs 
[0040], [0041]) and the diffusion layer is made up of three zones (see paragraph 
[0045]), respectively containing 45% wt.%, between 30 and 45 wt.%, and 
between 1 0 and 25 wt.%. If each of these three zones is of approximately the 
same thickness (see figure 3), a maximum mean value of (45 + 45 + 25) / 3 = 40 
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wt.% of platinum is obtained. The claims only refer to an integrated platinum 
quantity, wherein the integration depth limits are not defined. Rickerby teaches 
the protective anti-corrosion coating per se according to independent claim 32 
and the method for the production of a component according to independent 
claim 37. In the event that Rickerby cannot be said to exemplify the ranges of 
integrated platinum of these claims, Rickerby teaches that the three identified 
zones have ranges of average amounts of platinum that are effective. It would 
be expected that the average amount of platinum in each respective zone is 
equivalent to the integrated amount in each respective zone. Hence, certain 
values of average amounts of platinum in these ranges of Rickerby, such as 10, 
25, and 30 wt.% platinum and other intermediate amounts for the various zones, 
are encompassed by the claimed integrated amounts when the integration is 
performed over individual zones. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to fabricate the articles of Rickerby 
within the ranges of average amounts of platinum in the respective zones of 
Rickerby that Rickerby suggests are effective, including those amounts that are 
equal to integrated amounts encompassed by the claims. 

Conclusion 

19. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael La Villa whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-1539. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through 
Friday. 
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20. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rena Dye, can be reached on (571) 272-3186. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

21 . Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Michael La Villa/ 
Michael La Villa 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1794 
20 June 2008 



